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THE  EMUS’  FARM  POLICY  RUTSOT 


Background 


The  Family  Farm  Policy  Review  pm*  out  of  the  decision  of  ih®  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  find  out  through  a  cex^rehensiv©  policy  review  hew  wall  th® 
programs  of  the  Dopartzoarst  of  Agriculture  ar©  serving  family  iteiasrs  of  our 
nation,  and  bow  th©y  can  be  improved  bettor  to  protect  and  preserve  the  trudi- 
ticn&I  American  pattern  of  family  fandag* 

Over  the  past  several  years  the  president  sad  the  Congress  have  laid 
increasing  esqphasis  on  proper  management  of  oar  Government  activities  end  have 
left  no  doubt  that  management  should  be  improved  wherever  possible.  The 
President,  by  Executive  Ordar  10072,  dated  July  29,  19U9j  and  the  Congress,  by 
Title  X  of  the  Claasiflcatidn  Act  of  19l*9  (p.L#  U29),  have  directed  that  each 
department  and  agency  head  systematically  review  the  effectiveness  of  his 
agency ?s  programs  and  the  eeoacssy  of  its  operations*  The  Executive  order  and 
Title  I.  are  &imd  at  achieving  continuous  improvmasat  of  Federal  programs  and 
operations  through  systematic  review  and  appraisal  by  the  officials  who  ex© 


responsible  for  carrying  out  these  programs.  Th©  House  (kwanittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  has  repeatedly'  encouraged  better  management  and  program  improvement 
through  insistence  upon  continuing  appraisal  of  program  effectiveness. 

As  om  msans  of  appraisal  and  examination,  of  all  the  programs  of  the 
Department  and  as  a  part  of  its  continuing:  study  of  ways  of  improving  its 
services  to  agriculture,  tho  Secretary  of  Agriculture'  proposed  the  Family  Farm 
Policy  Review.  Through  the  adoption  of  this  proposal,  the  review  was  initiated, 
and  all  of  the  Department  programs  have  bean  hold  up  to  the  light  of  scrutiny  —» 
not  oiily  Department  scrutiny  but  for  public  scrutiny  as  well* 


oa 
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Because  appraisal  of  effectiveness  of  programs  is  so  inseparably  linked 
to  any  study  of  efficiency  of  operation*  an  opportunity  was  provided  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  this  review  by  the  very  people  such  progress  were  intended  t® 

I 

servo  **«*  th®  fanosrs  theaasalved «  Service  to  th©  fern  family  on  t hm  family  farm 
was  mad®  th©  common  denominator  of  the  review*  The  Secretary  mad©  it  plain 
that  h©  contsidared  It  not  only  desirable  but  necessary  to  relate  such  an  appraisal 
of  th®  Department's  programs  to  the  fairly  farm  by  testifying: 

through  all  the  pressures  of  mobilisation  snd  stepped-up 
production*  we  must  safeguard  the  traditional  family-f&ra 
principle  ©3  a  valuable  American  institution*  Th©  family 
farm  has  always  been  the  backbone  of  our  democracy*  Our 
family  farm  pattern  is  a  world  symbol  of  democrat y  on  th© 
land*  It  is  America's  answer  to  c«mi®?s  false  propa¬ 
ganda  among  th®  mderprivilaged  rural  paoplss  of  other 
countries*  We  have  only  to  look  at  other  parts  of  th© 
globs  today  to  realise  how  communism  has  bean  abetted  by 
d sop  unrest  traceable  primarily  to  insecure  and.  inequitable 
land  tenure *w 

At  another  time  he  was  responsible  for  saying: 

sjhs  American  family  farm  pattern  is  on©  of  the  Hatton's 
anin  eshiblta  in  the  world  struggle  for  Esau's  minds  and  one 
of  th©  ©sosi^Xss  we  hold  cut  for  all  th©  world  to  coo*  W© 
seek  t©  extend  th©  benefits  and  advantages  of  our  system  to 
rural  populations  elsewhere  *  To  be  successful  in  this*,  we 
should  make  curs  that  our  own  pattern  is  th©  best  possible 
one*  Hence 9  we  assist  hold  the  edrror  up  to  ourselves*  while 
w®  urge  people  of  other  countrios  to  visw  th©  American  family 
farm  picture  *w 


How  th©  Review  Was  Conducted 

A  Family  Farm  Policy  Review  Subcommittee  was  sat  up  coo$>osed  of  Dopartmenfc 
officials  and  representative®  of  farm  and  dmnt  organisations  snrl  th®  land- 
grant  colleges  0  This  subconnittee  3  through  a  assnber  of  stuc^r  groups  9  conducted 
&  review  of  th.o  policies  end  programs  of  each  of  the  agencies  of  the  Department 
end  developed  tentative  recommendations  for  iaqprovSng  services  on  family  fariss* 
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These  recOHar^ndetions  included  sose  that  could  bs  put  into  offset  within 

existing  authority  sad  others  that  would  require  additional  legislation.  A3J. 

of  these  tentative  recommendations  were  reproduced  in  a  Provisional  Report® 

This  work,  however $  was  considered  ©a3y  a  start  in  the  direction  the 

review  should  talc©®  A  request  was  then  sent  to  all  of  the  State  md  County 

Agricultural  Mobilisation  Coaaadttsss  asking  ’them  to  arrange  in  thair  states 

\ 

and  counties  th®  widest  possible  participation  of  farmers  and  interested  groups 
in  the  review.  A  limited  number  of  the  Provisional  Reports  were  transmitted 

with  this  request. 

The  Stilt©  Agricultural  Mobilisation  ComsKittees  were  requested  to  solicit 
the  aid  of  rKm*-^«partiJssn,tsl  groups  to  help  develop  plans  fox*  use  by  tbs  County 
Agricultural  Mobilisation  Committees  in  carrying  out  the  review.  It  was 
suggested  that  they  arrange  for  eoimty«wide  or  cousaunity^wida  Hastings  and 
devise  ether*  methods  ©f  obtaining  the  views  of  farmers  and  others  interested 
in  agriculture  regarding  how  the  activities  of  the  Department  could  hotter  serve 
the  family  farm.  The  widest  possible  latitude  for  these  discussion  meetings  was 
©scour aged. 

At  the  conclusion  of  those  meetings  each  County  Agricultural  Mobilisation 
Oosraraittee  was  asked  to  submit  a  report  for  the  county  la  the  following  form  2 
Xo  The  recommended  changes  and  improvements  in  each  of  the 

agency  program® 

&•  portions  of  the  programs  that  should  be  continuod  on 

present  basis. 

b®  Portions  of  tlx©  programs  that  should  b©  eliminated  or 

abolished. 

«®  Recommended  changes  in  the  progrsn®. 


- 


. 


* 
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S i*  For  saSh  rocaaaeadatieii  to  Indicate  the  reasons  why  tfe©  fax»rs 
of  tins  county  think  that  tbs  reccsssandsd  change  would  be  ®n 
is^reveaaenfc  ever  prevent  progress  or  policy* 

3*  Suggest  nsw  programs  that  should  bo  considered  to  msat  needs 
not  new  being  met* 

Meetings  were  bold  in  practically  ell  of  the  counties  of  the  nation « 

Many  counties  had  mere  than  wb  meeting,  for  a  total  ef  mora  then  7,000, 
Attendance  at  the  nestings  varied  greats  from  very  tmg  to  ©a  msmy  as  1,000 » 
Total  attendance  was  over  200,000*  Of  this  figure,  an  eotusl  record  was  mad® 
of  15*6,803.  ESow8*srf  there  was  additional  attendance  in  860  counties  which 
did  not  record  in  their  reports  the  exact  number  of  people  idio  participated  in 
their  weetiags • 

Tho  number  of  nestings  held  in  the  counties  for  the  Family  Fens  Policy 
Review  varied  as  follows* 

In  2,  £6®  counties  there  were  cm  to  five  meetings 
In  312  counties  there  sere  six  to  ten  meetings 
2a  69  counties  there  mm  eleven  to  fifteen  meetings 
In  32  counties  there  ware  sixteen  to  tsenty^seven  meetings 

While  tha  attendance  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  Grange,  sad  Farcers  Biion 
mem hers  wa.3  net  recorded  in  all  reports,  this  Information  was  recorded  by  539 
counties*  farm  Bureau  nuriaani  were  reported  as  participating  at  meetings  in 
826  of  these  535  counties,  Grange  jasafesrs  In  25*5  counties,  and  Farmers  Union 
HerJbsro  in  18U.  Member*  ©f  non^Se&'m  orgaidnations  u®r©  sprinkled  through  the 
meeting®,  the  reports  shewing  bankers  in  attendance  in  228  counties,  other 
businessmen  in  3 72,  and  ministers  and  marchers  of  church  croups  in  228  counties  *  v 


newspapers*  p are&t-Te achar  Associations*  civic  orgsmls&tiens  and  others  vam 
represented  in  a  scattered  ttunibep  of  counties »  Almost  all  counties  indicated 
that  the  meetings  •Mere  attended  by  personnel  of  tbs  Department  while  agricultural 
teachers  were  reported  as  attending  meetings  in  X,£6l  counties  • 

Reports  were  prepared  in  nearly  all  of  the  counties  (2,9?9)  end  suhnltted 
to  the  State  Agricultural  Mobilization  Committees  who  reviewed  then  and  trans¬ 
mitted  them  with  their  own  report  to  the  Secretary*  a  office  •  Reports  also  were 
reco5.v©d  f vcm  some  individuals  and  from  a  few  farm  and  church  organizations « 

Sines  in  nearly  all  States  no  questionnaires  or  outlines  of  any  Idnd  war© 
used*  and  only  enough  copies  of  the  Provisional  Report  developed  in  Washington 
•were  issued  to  supply  discussion  leaders*  the  resulting  reports  reflected  the 
greatest  possible  variety  of  recossmazHietlons*  Evan  though  copies  of  the  Pro* 
visional  Report  war©  seat  to  the  field  siaply  for  the  purpose  of  stiamlating 
discussion  in  ewaaunity  car  county  k.3  ©tings ,  this  Report  was  sometimes  misunder¬ 
stood*  It  was  looked  on  in  so ®e  counties  as  a  set  of  recommendations  proposed 
to  tee  farmers  for  their  approval  or  disapproval  even  though  no  one  at  the 
Washington  level  had  such  intention?  In  these  c duties*  its  purpose  of  providing 
a  starting  point  foa?  discussion  was  not  achieved* 

How  tee  Reports  Were  Susaacrigsod 

fh®  large  volume  of  reports  received  was  presented  to  a  meeting  of  the 
Family  Farm  Policy  Review  Subcosacdltt©©*  It  was  suggested  that  perhaps  the 
non-departments!  members  would  desire  to  make  an  independent  summary  and 
analysis  in  addition  to  whatever  use  the  Department  or  its  agencies  would  make 
of  the  reports*  At  the  suggestion  of  tea  non-dspartmental  members,  tee  sub” 
committee  decided*  however*  to  have  Department  personnel  summarize  tee  reports  o 


— 
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A  Task  Force  wa»  then  sot  up  to  guide  the  job,  This  Teak  Fora©  obtained 
assistance  from  the  verioas  agencies  of  tiio  Departanent  in  summarising  the 

reports • 

After  considerable  deliberation  and  examination  of  th®  material*  it  was 

decided  <si3  a  first  stop  to  swm&rtm  all  the  state  reports  and  10  percent  of  the 

county  reports  in  order  to  gat  a  hotter  grasp  of  ths  probable  contents  of  ell 

of  the  reports c  Whan  this  had  boon  dona  &  Prslisdnary  Report  was  mads  to  tbs 

Family  Farm  Policy  Review  Subcossajilttee*  Tbs  subcommittee  requested  the  Task 

« 

Force  to  have  all  cf  the  county  reports  read  and  summarised.  She  information 
developed  by  the  10  percent  run  was  used  to  build  a  coding  plan  for  solarizing  the. 
rest  of  the  reports*  Reports  were  received  tem  2,979  counties*  Only  92,  seme 
of  which  were  urban  counties  >  failed  to  mno  in  reports*  Reports  from  287 
counties  could  not  b©  tabulated*  These  included  233  that  contained  no  indica¬ 
tion  of  consensus*  three  ia  which  t ho  meetings  were  not  open  to  the  public , 
aid  $1  that  ccntainsd  no  recommendations  at  all*  The  coding  was  completed  and 
the  date  were  punched.  on  IBM  cards  aad  tabulated »  Each  eomnont  or  recoaissiada^ 
tion  which  fell  Into  &  misoellaasous  category  tea®  noted  in  the  usual  way  sad 
was  also  recorded  on  a  3  x  £  card  and  ple&sd  in  a  special  file.  This  roatkec  it 
peseibl®*  by  examining  the  cards*  to  ascertain  tbs  actual  eomraaiats  included  in 
th©  jdLsoellfflaeou®  categories  in  the  tables  a  The  county  tables  include  the 
cesssen’bg!  aad  recommendation®  found  in  the  2,692  county  reports*  The  tables  rm& 
be  used  as  m  actual  Buster  index  to  all  of  the  reports ,  making  it  possible  for 
&n  analyst  to  work  beck  to  the  original  source  of  infomatiori  for  any  category* 

Interpreting  the  Results 

In  interpreting  1&e  reoorsoeadatioas  mad®*  &  few  points  should  b©  kept  in 

Blind  c  It  was  the  intent  of  the  review  to  stiismla'bo  thinking  end  widespread 
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discussion  among  farmers  and  others  interested  in  agriculture  and.  ‘to  obtain 
recommendations  with  respect  to  the  programs  of  th®  Department.  Therefore, 
State  and  County  Agricultural  Mobilisation  Committees  wore  asksd  to  hold  open 
meetings  to  encourage  wide  participation,  Obvi .misly  those  attending  thee© 
meetings  would  not  male©  up  a  cross-section  sample  of  «TL  farm  people.  Therefore 
it  is  not  possible  through  th©  use  of  statistical  methods  to  expand  the  results 
to  represent  all  agricultural  thinkingj  as  was  expected*  the  results  cannot  be 
so  measured.  There  was  considerable  variation,  county  by  county,  in  the  amount 
of  publicity  given  iho  meetings  before  they  war©  hold,  and  consequently  ffcore 

i 

was  considerable  variation  in  attendance  0  The  recomffisndations  summarized 
represent  a  consensus  of  those  attending  the  m  meetings  and  may  or  may  act 
represent  tne  views  ©f  all  farrssrso  It  should  also  bo  kept  in  mind  that  state¬ 
ments  made  in  mseti&gs  for  which  a©  indication  of  consensus  was  recorded  were 

not  included, 

When  studying  th©  tables  from  an  agency  standpoint,  several  things  should 
be  kept  in  mind,  (a)  The  individual  agency  tables  contain  the  bulk  of  the 
information  for  each  agency,  (b)  Each  agency  should  search  etsioi*  agencies* 
tables  end  the  tables  for  the  Department  as  a  whole.  It  is  important  to  do  this 
net  cnly  for  information  on  related  functions,  but  also  because  the  reader  may 
find  recommendations  listed  for  on®  agency  which  he  may  fool  should  have  been 
listed  under  another  agendo  If  a  county  requested  that  an  agency  introduce  m 
activity,  it  was  tabulated  for  that  agency  ©v an  though  such  an  activity  was,  or 
ordinarily  would  be,  part  of  mother  agency*©  program.  In  addition,  the  spacial 
card  file  aan  be  searched  for  details  with  respect  to  the  miscellaneous  it©ms0 
(c)  If  an  agency  needs  further  information,  it  should  consider  these  tabulations 
as  a  "master  reference"  index,.-  Th©  stmiarisatloa  was  don©  in  a  manner  ’that 
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permits  &  quick  moans  of  providing  the  names  of  the  comties  that  made  any  • 
particular  reeoranond&bion,  end  of  tracing  items  back  to  ih®  original  reports « 

State  Reports 

The  State  Reports  were  summarised*  The  Stata  tables  and  the  data  obtained 
in  the  10  p&rosnt  ra  of  county  reports  x?sr@  used  in  building  ©odes  end  develop- 
lag  methods  for  summarizing  all  of  the  county  reports  »  Since  in  the  main  the 
information  in  the  State  reports  was  also  found  in  the  county  reports ,  no  addi~ 
iienel  analysis  of  the  Stats  reports  is  included  herein « 

Individual  and  Group  Reports 

In  adcitAcm  to  the  county  and  State  reports,,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
received  h9  letters  from  dndividti&ls  arid  26  reports  from  groups,  including  five 
national  groups »  These  letters  and  reports  frequently  contained  eoBsaents  and 

I 

suggestions  about  the  Family  Farm  policy  Review  or  about  the  apartment  of 
Agriculture  as  a  whole,  but  only  a  few  of  thorn  contained  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  concerning  the  programs  of  the  various  agencies  of  the  Department, 

An  enassdn&tloa  of  the  individual  letters  and  grot^>  reposts  indicated  a 
wide  range  in  the  matters  covered*  However,  the  same  recoaassendatioa  or  ccxneob 
was  rarely  mad®  by  r sore  than  one  or  two  of  the  individuals  ov  groups.  The  most 
frequently  mentioned  ©csssamt  by  both  individuals  and  groups  was  approval  of  the 
Family  Farm  Policy  Review  About  a  doasn  individuals  aM  seven  groups  expressed 
approval  of  the  idea  of  th®  Department  earxying  on  this  activity*  A  half  dozen 
individuals  indicated  their  belief  that  because  of  limited  attendance  or  domina¬ 
tion  of  meetings  by  particular  organl  cations  tlx©  review  did  not  roach  a  repre¬ 
sentative  cross-section  of  all  farmers,  end  four  questioned  the  motives  behind 

9 

the  review  or  expressed  their  belief  that  it  was  politically  inspired. 
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Th®  reports  ci  the  £xv&  national  groups  ©onteinad  the ut  five  ■hji^g  as 
maB&r  roooimend&tions  as  “fell©  othsr  21  group  reports  combined  and  are  worthy  or 
individual  stu3y0  Thfs  comments  end  reconEueadations  made  by  individuals  and 
group*  or©  available  for  further  atudy  sine©  they  wore  recorded  on  cards  &&  were 
the  sd.soellaneou.s  items  in  th©  county  roporta  0 

Highlights  of  Agency  Tables 

Th©  following  is  a  brief  presentation  of  tbs  xsoro  significant  items  la 
the  county  srMffissy  ©f  tables  for  ooch  agency*  For  those  who  daeirs  a  r^re 
preeis©  understanding  of  tho  results  of  the  review  th®  us©  of  the  full  tables 

if?  rscwaanendsd* 
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Agriculture!  Research  Adsdnistration 

Approximately  55  percent  of  the  county  reports,  or  lsSQh9  Bxsntioned  th® 
Agricultural  Research  Administration,  and  1,137  of  %em  made  comments  or  re- 
commendations  coaeemdsig  its  programs*  Appro:d£»haly  73  percent  (831)  of  the 
1-137  county  reports  Indicated  geasrsl  approval  of  the  program  as  a  idiole,  or 
approval  with  ®om®  change  recomraeaded^  A  contrary  view  was  ca^rsased  ty  thro® 
counties  which  'went  the  program  di s  continued ,  two  counties  which  reported 
general  di  ssatisf  action  with  the  program,  gnd  one  county  which  reported  general 
dissatisf action  with  certain  phases  of  the  program* 

The  general  thane  ©f  the  counties  reporting  was  one  of  expanding 

research  programs*  Concerning  research  in  general  122  counties  called  for 

\ 

m  expanded  program*  Ninety-two  counties  celled  for  general  expansion  in 
the  field  of  research  relating  to  post  and  disease  control,  27  counties  asked 
for  expansion  of  mitih  research,  particularly  with  respec t  to  wheat  and  silo, 

17  counties  cited  the  zmd  for  research  on  livestock  diseesas,  and  13  counties 

/ 

mr&tcmzd  the  m®&  for  research  ©a  control  of  nesdoos  weeds.  ISi^itsen  out 
of  25  ecuntioa  ooraen&ixtg  upon  the  meat  inspection  service  recorded  general 
approval  of  the  program,  sand  12  counties  asked  for  sore  rigid  meat  inspection 

laws. 

Research  oa  aarfseting  and  processing  brought  forth  coEsncats  ffcon  81 
counties  of  which  1*9  called  in  gonersl  terns  for  ©sponsion  in  th®  field  of 
i&arketing  and  new  uses  of  farm  products*  Thirteen  county  reports  inantioaed 
the  mad  for  more  research  in  th©  field  of  cn«»the-fsrm  or  cooperative 

processing, 

•v\ 

Expanded  research  on  crops?  was  requested  by  59  counties,  and  1*7  ■ 
counties  askod  for  espanslon  In  research  on  livestock  aid  forage,  although  7 

9 

counties  were  recorded  aa  opening  livestock  and  forage  research . 
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expansion  sad  d&x^lsjpgfjQrit  of  research  relating  to  farm  meehanlg&ti  on 
was  asked  for  by  20  counties  whereas?  11  counties  felt  that  this  was  a  respon¬ 
sibility  of  private  industry* 

the  need  fear  research  in  the  field  of  temait^landlemi  relation  was 
favorsd  by  10  cotmtios  with  ?  counties  voicing  opposition* 

In  the  matter  of  acquisition  of  fsrsa  lands  for  defense  purposes,  20 
emstrtios  felt  that  investigations  were  desirable  ‘to  forestall  taking  such 

I 

land  unnecessarily,  while  U  counties  we  recorded  as  being  in  opposition  to 

this  type  of  research* 

The  30  counties  reporting  ca  hem  management  research  were  shout  ©vealy 
divided  as  to  the  for  expansion  in  this  field  and  opposition  to  this 

form  of  research. 

An  instance  in  the  field  of  research  in  which  the  greatest  amber  of 
countiss  commenting  were  in  opposition  concerned  the  ws©  of  pilot  research 
farms*  Ei©aty»three  counties  expressed  opposition  to  this  form  of  research 
whereas  only  U9  ware  in  favor  of  it* 

Bese&rck  on  the  weather  or  the  relation  of  weather  to  agriculture  was 
considered  des&rebls  by  26  counties  as  compared  to  fe  which  opposed  it* 

In  the  field  of  information  md  publicity,  ?h  count3.es  in  97  which 
made  ceraniBats  on  ■Shis  matter  called  for  raor©  effective  aid  tetter-  information 
said  for  its  wider  distribution  c  Twcnty-siz  counties  mentioned  the  need  for 
receiving  information  wg  quickly* 

The  desire  for  more  research  slosg  local,  or  regional  lines  was  ex¬ 
pressed  by  &8  counties,  and  17  asked  for  a  continuation  or  221  increase  in 
local  d®torBtf_nation  of  policy* 


\ 
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Bureau.  of  Agricultural  Economics 

« 

The  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  was  mentioned  in  1,322  county 

reports,  or  about  half  of  those  received.  However,  in  b.OQ  of  them  the  mention 

» 

took  the  form  merely  of  reporting  that  they  did  not  know  about  the  work  of  the 
agency,  that  it  did  not  apply  to  their  counties,  or  that  they  had  no  consnonts 
to  make  about  the  agonqjr©  In  the  remaining  $*21  county  reports  in  which 
comments  or  rseossBendations  mire  made,  a  general  approval  of  the  program  of 
the  agency,  with  or  idLthout  some  changes,  was  expressed  in  ?>'?„  On  the 
other  hand,  six  reports  indicated  general  dissatisfaction  with  the  program, 
throe  with  certain  biases,  five  recommended  that  it  be  discontinued,  and 
Mother  that  it  should  be  discontinued  unless  sot©  changes  ware  mads* 

While  no  ©ingle  specific  comment  or  recommendation  about  the  program 
of  this  bureau  was  ccstaincd  in  more  than  five  percent  of  the  county  reports 
received,  10$  reports,  the  largest  number  making  any  single  recommendation, 
proposed  that  Improved  techniques  be  used  for  collecting  crop  and  livestock 
data. 

With  respect  to  reports  and  publications  regarding  crop  and  livestock 
data,  31  counties  .recommended  changing  or  Improving  the  timing  of  reports; 

26  that  distribution  be  expanded;  21  that  the  reports  should  be  simplified, 
consolidated  or  made  more  usable  $  and  19  that  the  method  of  distributing  them 
be  improved,  Fine  counties  reported  that  spocislators  benefit  from  reports 
.more  than  farmers,  and  eight  recommended  that  certain  crop  and  livestock 
reports  be  eliminated* 

In  the  case  of  economic  and  marketing  reports,  counties  recommended 
that  the  reports  should  be  changed,  revised,  or  to  distribution  Improved) 

29  that  the  data  or  collection  of  data  should  be  improved,  and  22  that  the 
reports  should  be  simplified  or  consolidated  and  mad®  more  usable. 
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A  tm  scattered  reports,  usually  representing  lees  ‘than  a  half  of  one 
percent  ox  ih©  counties,  contained  other  caanonts,  tfc©  largest  manber  (16) 


needed  about  th©  agency  or  Its  services;  and  9  reccianendad  strengthening 
cooperative  relations  with  States  and  counties, 

Three  counties  favored  while  t on  opposed  the  .Idea  of  sotting  up  local, 
fairo-scale  testing  of  e^ertonfcsl  results,  while  eight  favored  and  two 
opposed  steadying  obstacles  to  rapid  adoption  of  improved  pracr&lcog*  $ji&a 
favored  and  four  opposed  conducting  cr  emending  research  on  improving  land 
tenure  and  leasing  arraages&nbs,  and  sewn  favored  while  om  opposed  studying 
obstacles  to  attaining  end  maintaining  fam  ownership* 

Eleven  favored  and  five  opposed  studying  the  effects  of  ©steading 
social  security  to  farm  people  3  nlns  reports  favored  while  four  opposed 
davelopsnoyrb  of  standards  for  comparing  family  farms  regarding  efficiency  of 
production  and  levels  of  living  3  and  seven  favored  while  two  opposed  expanding 
research  on  labor  supply,  labor  requirements,  or  labor-saving  practices  • 


. 


Coroaicdity  Exchange  Authority 


The  Comodity  Exchange  Authority  was  mentioned  in  1,129  county  reports* 
However s  reports  either  indicated  no  coraaent  or  stated  that  the  program 
'  was  not  operating  In  to  eo'imty  or  was  not  applicable  to  the  county.  Out  of 
the  remaining  b33  reports,  $09  indicated  general  approval  of  the  service  as 
a  whole  or  celled  for  continuation  of  to  program  both  with  and  without  sane 

change#  Five  county  reports  expressed  the  consensus  that  the  program  should 

/ 

bo  discontinued  {  IVcnty^two  counties  5Tia.de  eosaaents  about  the  gsnsral  coverage 
of  to  agency*  s  program  and  all  of  these  called  for  expansion  or  strongtoniag 

of  th©  agency. 


Under  the  heading  of  general  operation,  1?  counties  cut  of  88  reporting 
expressed  the  feeling  that  the  agency’s  activities  should  include  all  agri« 

cultural  commodities . 

With  respect  to  the  rsgulatoxy  function  of  the  agency,  $2  counties 
mad©  eos©  eoKsnsnt  and  one-half  of  them  asked  for  more  strict  enforcement  sad 
iftore  consideration  to  the  use  of  criminal  action*  Twenty^eevea  counties  asked 
for  subpoena  pot^r  fox*  CSA  investigators* 

With  respect  -bo  information  and  publicity,  all.  of  to  1?  counties  re¬ 


porting  mentioned  the  need  for  mer©  information  about  to  agency  end  its 

functions. 
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Cooperative  Er&snsion  Service 

fJ*  g  Vnw^awi^r  <r*+*SKi»±  ttvrcT-eugg.M-^W eMBBlA^/^jgrefcRaa^ 


Cooperative  Extension  Service  was  mentioned  in  2,101  county  reports, 
and  1,991  of  these  reports  contained  cements  or  reooEimendations  about 
Extension  Service  activities*  Over  s3.xte©n  hundred  (1,637)  counties  oppressed 
general  approval  of  the  program  or  asked  for  continuation  with  or  without 
change  *  A  contrary  view  was  expressed  "by  one  county  which  asked  for  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  the  program  unless  some  changes  were  made,  another  county  ex¬ 
pressed  general  <&ssatisf  action  with  the  program,  and  a  third  county  reported 
dissatisfaction  with  some  phase  of  the  program* 

Over  one-fourth  of  the  county  reports  had  something  to  say  about 
coverage  of  the  program®  The  naed  for  more  stress  on  U-H  Club  work  was 
mentioned  by  130  counties,  and  129  counties  agreed  on  the  need  for  reaching 
more  farms,  especially  snail  farms  and  those  in  remote  areas®  More  farm 
visits  were  asked  for  in  86  shorts*  Programs  working  for  th©  improvement  of 
livestock,  poultry  ©r  insect  and  weed  control  wars  stressed  by  56  counties  as 
being  needed  as  w©re  more  soil  testing  laboratories  end  soil  analysis  mentioned 

t 

3n  $8  county  reports*  Th©  need  for  work  on  specific  farm  practices  was  voiced 
by  1*5  counties,  and  26  counties  pointed  ted  the  used  for  establishing  or  ex¬ 
panding  exporiisont  stations  * 

With  regard  to  personnel  and  personnel  practices,  hlO  counties  had 
something  to  say»  The  largest  number,  151,  expressed  a  need  for  mors  personnel 
without  specifying  the  kind  of  personnel  needed*  Kore  personnel  for  U*H  03ab 
work  was  requested  by  77  counties,  additional  personnel  for  home  demonstration 
work  by  7h  counties,  and  53  counties  mentioned  tie  need  for  an  assistant 
county  agent  or  more  assistance  for  tho  county  ©gent®  Twenty- 0 even  county 
reports  mentioned  the  need  for  raising  salaries  of  personnel*  The  need 
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for  improving  operating  procedures  (too  many  meetings,  agents  have  too  rnsny 
responsibilities,  agents  have  too  many  out-of-town  activities,  agents  should 

have  a  longer  tenure  in  the  comity,  etc.)  was  stressed  by  73  counties  as  was 

* 

improvement  of  office  management  procedures,  including  definite  office  hours, 
better  location  for  office,  and  snore  secretarial  help  in  h3  counties* 

The  need  for  more  funds  to  carry  out  the  Extension  Service  program  was 
mentioned  by  ?D  counties,  and  25  counties  indicated  that  the  service  would 
not  Improve  by  getting  increased  funds  from  county  taxss  instead  of  from  the 
Farsi  Bureau*  More  than  half  of  fee  216  counties  commenting  upon  information 
and  publicity  called  for  more  information  or  for  batter  information  about 
all  U3DA  activities*  Th©  need  for  improved  and  faster  methods  of  getting 
information  to  the  people  was  cited  by  lj.6  counties,  up«to*~datQ  information 
with  better  timing  as  to  seasons  was  called  for  by  38  counties,  and  29  counties 
asked  for  more  informtion  on  specific  prograss  such  as  U-H  Club  work* 

In  the  field  of  education,  2l*2  counties  consented  upon  one  or  more 
phases*  Over  one- third  of  these  counties  outlined  the  need  for  more  educational 
work  and  assistance  without  spa  during  the  nature#  Also,  over  one-third  did 
ask  for  more  demonstration  activities,  and  over  one-fourth  asked  for  expanded 
educational  work  on  such  specific  problems  as  livestock,  marketing,  and 
insect  control. 

Over  70  percent  (216)  of  the  160  county  reports  which  had  something  to 
ssy  about  local  participation  and  determination  of  policy  felt  that  there 
should  bo  more  of  it  at  the  county  level.  However,  there  were  29  county 
reports  which  said  there  was  enough-  local  control  end  to  continue  without 
change*  Thirty-four  counties  mentioned  the  need  for  more  stress  on  local 
problems  • 
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In  the  raatter  of  relationship  between  the  Extension  Service  arid  farm 
organizations ,  106  counties  out  of  205  reporting  indicated  that  the  Service 
should  be  independent  of  farm  organisations  qv  should  function  with  no 
financial  tj.es  to  any  fans  organisation 0  On  the  other  hand*  23  counties 
expressed  the  view  that  no  unfair  business  competition  resulted  froja  agree- 
raents  with  the  Farm  Bureau,  and  85  counties  reported  that  the  Service  should 
have  a  relationship  with  farm  organisations  or  that  such  a  relationship  was 
good.  ' 
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Fas®  Credit  Administration 

'•'(NMMW  ’i.tvd&a&tOl&M***  ?*B»r,r4r%.-f9rii& -»  hHT>CT»WWI»>tf»8lte ■«.- fTdtt* 

A  little  more  than  half  of  the  county  reports,  or  1,672,  mentioned 
the  FCA,  srd  about  X,l{.2Q  of  'ohem  made  recommendations  concerning  its  program  <, 
Over  a  thousand  (X,OpX}  of  these  1,U2Q  expressed  a  general  approval  of  the 
program  with  or  without  some  change#  One  county  indicated  general  dissatis- 

i 

faction  with  the  program,  two  dissatiefaction  with  obtain  phases,  while 
three  reports  recciTanended  that  tho  program  ho  discontinued. 

Reports  from  5>7  counties  stated  a  need  for  mere  inferraation  about  the 
program,  1*0  reports  racGaansnded  expansion  in  general,  26  expansion  of  the 
production  Credit  program,  1?  expansion  of  Federal  Land  Banks,  and  sis' 
expansion  of  the  program  of  the  national  Farm  loan  Associations,  Fifteen 
reports  reccasRencted  ©mansion  of  the  programs  of  the  agency  in  the  direction 
of  sorting  ymmg  farassrs,  smell  farms  or  fandly«s±zs  farms,  while  eight 
recommended  re-est^bliEhment  of  Land  Bank  ConEcissienor  Loans,  Difference© 
of  opin3.cn  wore  expressed  about  intei’aediate  term  loans,  %  faroring  them 
and  3k  reports  being  opposed. 

Twenty  count  las  recomended  speeding  up  service  and  a  few  others 
suggested  appointing  rej^rosentstiws  of  the  Production  Credit  Associations 
in  each  county  to  moke  services  mere  readily  available*  Ccnsolidstion  of 
divisions  within  the  FCL4  and  providing  one-stop  credit  service  in  the  Held 
were  similar  recozeacndaticns ,  the  former  made  in  19  coimtios  and  the  latter 
in  18,  nineteen  counties  recossnended  that  the  Farm  Credit  Administration 
©v ;xi  seven  that  the  Federal  Lend  Banks  be  independent  agencios  separate  from 
tho  Department  of  Agiieulturo . 


\ 


\ 


V 


/ 


V 


/ 


«  X9  « 


A  number  of  counties  recommended  more  policy-  dstamiiiatlon  by  fair^rs 
or  farmer  ownership  sad  ce&trol*  Forty-four  mad©  general  statements  to  this 
effect;  while  13  applied  such  ©tateaaats  specifically  to  Federal  Land  Banks* 
nine  to  national  Fom  Lean  Assix&eiions,  and  alas  to  Production  Credit  Associa¬ 
tions*  Tifisjsty^foar  csjunties  recovsiended  that  QcnoTmmzzb  capital  in  the 
Production  Credit  A»gc«i.ations  be  retired,  and  IB  made  ©emral  stataittsnfcB  with 
regard  ‘to  retirement  of  capital  without  iwsaticnlag  the  particular  port  of  the 
FCA  to  w3iich  they  referred,, 

The  l&rgsst  number  of  reosjaGaeadations  had  to  do  with  loan  regulations, 
particularly  with  $h ose  pertaining  to-  appraisals*  Hepcrts  from  X3&  counties 
contained  a  general  recommendation  that  land  appraisals  were  too  low  or  should 
be  brought  la  line  with  present  eom&tioRs,  Similar  recxxBaandetioQs  were 
directed  to  the  Federal  Land  Banks  in  108  cases  and  to  the  national  Farm  Loan 
Associations  5j&  h$  reports.  Longer  term  credit  was  rec cacssndcd  in  6?  counties, 
and  pertisulariy  for  for estry  purposes  In  20  ©ad  for  livestock  in  2&*  It  wan 
proposed  in  >1  county  reports  that  loan  limits  be  raised  or  that  ia ©re  liberal 
loans  be  made*  Such  reconsaenriatiosis  were  dis.'soted  specifically  toward  Federal 
Land  Banks  ia  35?  counties  and  toward  Production  Credit  Associations  in  13 
counties » 
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Foetal  Crop  l&acurance  Corporation 

At  th©  time  or  the  review  Federal  all-risk  crop  iairarisnc©  was  available 
to  fsnssre  in  <m\ y  ?2?  comities*  In  632  of  these  comities  imnsrsnce  was 
avciXabl©  only  on  a  single  crop  of  :<n&jci?  significance  in  the  county,  uhilo  3m 
the  remaining  95  counties  having  a  more  diversified  type  of  agricalture, 
insurance  was  available  cn  a  combination  of  th®  crops  of  major  significance 
in  the  county* 

Of  the  1,513  county  reports  which  mntlo&sd  this  agency,  1,092  disclosed 
soi'.ns  discussion  of  the  crop  insurance  program  other  than  a-  statement  of  no 
cQi.K’tmb  or  that  ■fee  program  was  not  applicable  to  the  county*  A  consensus  of 
general  approval  of  the  progem,  or  of  approval  with  oppression  for  coctin» 

Aon  with  scitB  change-,  was  indicated  in  688  reports,  Sy  way  contrast, 
hA  counii.es  reported  general  dissatisfaction  tilth  the  program,  13  counties 
reported  general  dissatisfaction  with  sons  phase  of  the  program,  I3O  counties 
reported,  a  desire  that  the  program  be  discoirbia^ed,  and  If]  cspmties  wanted 
the  program  discontinued  unless  scssb  changes  wer©  made.  It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  over  60  psreent  of  the  expressions  of  dissatisfaction  and  requests 
for  discjorzfeiauan©»  of  the  program  ©ass®  frees  ramntie©  that  did  not  have  a  crop 
insurance  program  operating  at.  th©  tins  of  the  review*  Out  of  this  disapproving 
groxpBO  percent,  or  32,  of  the  i>0  counties  that  Indicated  a  daoire  that  the 
program  bo  dlsocastinued  did  not  haw  aa  Insurance  program  at  th©  time* 

Coxsceming  the  general  scope  of  the  progress  mid  participation  in  it, 

162  counties  reported  &  dealr®  to  see  crop  Insurance  expanded,  by  making 
Insurance  available  to  &  larger  number  of  counties  or  by  increased  partidp*- 
tion  within.  cssdLeting  comity  prograrris  *  Soventy^tla^ee  counties  wanted  insurance 
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extended  ho  all  crops  of  to  certain  named  crops*  and  86  counties  asked  that 
a  ^xrogrem  be  made  available  la  their  etcuiy* 

The  discussion  of  crop  Insurance  in  son©  counties  led  to  a  eexnparlson 
of  the  single  crop  end  araltipla  crop  plans*  This  resulted  in  35  county 
reports  indicating  that  they  favored  the  single  crop  plan  of  Insurance  as 
contrasted  with  2?  eamitj  reports  which  Indicated  that  they  favored  the 
multiple  crop  type  of  insurasice® 

Kent  in  else  to  the  maabsr  of  county  reports  oppressing  general  approval 
of  the  program  was  tbs  number  tdiich  readied  son©  eoneSnsicane  about  the  amount 
of  protection  offered  under  the  program  end  the  premium  costa  Almost  half 
of  the  3 53  county  reports  which  contained  information  on  these  points  called 
for  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  protection  being  offered  through  unspecified 
increase©  in  the  insured  coverage*  3Mrty-«a©  county  reports  called  for 
increases  in  both  the  amount  of  protection  offered  cad  the  premium  cost, 
while  23  reports  expressed  a  consensus  'that  the  ssssuafc  of  protection  should 
bo  raised  aid  the  preils  cost  lowered  •  Tueniy«f±re  county  reports  called 
for  lower  premiums  without  comientiag  on  the  assetmt  of  protection  offered* 
Increased  protection  was  also  involved  in  9$  county  reewoendatioas  that  tfc® 
insurance  unit  (area  of  the  insured  crop(f3)  on  which  any  lose?  is  adjusted) 
be  reduced  in  eise„  Thirty**  three  counties  asked  for  greater  protection 
through  dlscontimiancs  of  the  substitute  crop  prevision  or  by  asking  that 
there  bo  no  redaction  in  the  ®raom rt  of  any  Indsasnity  if  a  crop  is  not 
harvested  or  a  substitute  crop  Is  planted*  Eleven  counties  asked  for 
increased  coverage  where  replanting  or  reseeding  is  necessary  * 

Piftytoslx  reports  c^xrsssed  a  fading  that  mere  educational  work  and 
publicity  esa  the  program  were  needed,  35  counties  expressed  approval  of  or 
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asked  continuance  of  the  present  plan  of  operation  under  which  the  program 
functions  as  a  county  mutual,  and  28  indicated  that  more  control  and  policy 
determination  at  the  local  level  wsr©  desirable « 


( 


»; 


Farmers  Kcrog^  AdMalatrablca 

Approxiia&tely  80  ?x>rceafc  of  the  county  reports,  or  2,100,  contained 
S03AS  rsfOiOnco  to  J.o  ppogyais  of  taa  Pamsers  Rome  Adniniffbnttim  or  to  the 
work  of  one  or  more  of  its  divisions*  These  included  1,81?  that  mentioned 
Ithe  program  as  a  whole*  Of  those  1,81?  reports,  l,72i*  made  comment  a  or 
recommendations  with  respect  to  the  over-all  progrem  of  the  agency*  Som  of 
teeso  reports,  together  with  a  ntanbsr  of  additional  reports  that  did  not  cover 
the  propm  pa  general,  discussed  separate  programs  such  as  the  operating  loan 
and  the  fana  ownership  loan  progress®.  Of  the  1,711*  that  suterdttod  recooEwanda- 
tie:js  or  coraneats,  1,363  expressed  a  general  approval  of  the  progress,  with  or 
without  som  changes*  three  reports  showed  dissatisfaction  with  --the  program 

s;bc  proposed  that  it  be  discontinued*  and  seven  reooisraended  that  it  be  die- 

\ 

continued  unless  some  changes  were  mad®* 

Of  -She  fcld  reports  conm»nfeitig  on  the  coverage  of  the  program,  289 
I'occmr, Tended  an  expansion  of  the  program,  m  increase  in  the  number  of  loenc, 

*n  increase  In  agency  funds  or  making  funis  available  all  year®  Also  35 

recoionsrsdsd  an  increase  in  staff,.  Some  counties  recoimnendod  expansion  for 

\ 

specific  purposes  such  as  the  1*8  that  proposed  expansion  for  gm&ii  or  part-tins 
fanners,  hi  for  young  farmers,  and  30  for  nen-vetdrans. 

In  111  reports  of  the  25k  that  discussed  organization  and  management 
problems ,  it  was  recommended  that  a  reviving  fhnd  .be  established  in  lieu  of 
annual  appropriations  although  10  other  counties  opposed  this  idea*  About  XQO 
recommended  a  speeding  up  of  loan  processing  and  22  an  increase  or  improvement 
in  the  supervision  of  loms* 

Thai’s  were  65  reports  that  recommended  that  more  information  be  provided 
to  farriers  regarding  the  services  available  *  An  increase  In  policy  determination 


•  ***  apprOT*i  "*b“kH,3'  ot  «»  State  OP  eouaty  level  ms  pscomwnded  in 

5h  counties. 

^K'V. 

Of  the  3kS  counties  rowing  proposals  about  loan  regulations,  2jj6 
Iprccofflmandjsd  that  loan  limits  be  raised,  98  that  regulations  be  liberalised, 

73  th£t  ®^>r6Assls  130  ^sr-Haed,  and  30  that  repayment  periods  be  extended. 

On  tbs  other  hand,  32  n»onn»nded  increasing  credit  restrictions  and  18 
raising  eligibility  roquireiaants,  / 

In  the  reconiMndetions  directed  sere  specifically  to  the  operating 
Ulxsm  program  of  the  Farmers  Earn  Adrdjiistratioa,  expansion  of  this  program  or 
§an  increase  in  funds  in  general  toss  raoosna^ndod  in  52  of  the  192  counties 
idiscussing  coverage  of  tie  program,  an  increase  in  funds  for  production  and 
'  ‘  insistence  loans  waa  ^commanded  by  k9  counties,  for  water  facility  loans  by 

•  13  counties,  and  for  other  special  purposes  by  27, 

Suggestions  about  organisation  and  management  were  mads  in  38  county 
reports  including  2b  that  reoannended  the  establishment  of  a  revolving  fund, 
and  one-third  this  many  ,sho  proposed  that  the  processing  of  loans  be  speeded  up. 
Proposals  for  increasing  the  sise  of  loans  predominated  aeaong  th©  1*Q& 

|  reports  discussing  lorn  regulations.  Favoring  this  change  with  respect  t© 
production  and  subsistence  Ions  were  I8I4.  counties,  while  seven  tiers  deposed. 
Without  mentioning  the  !cln&  of  loan,  73  felt  that  the  size  of  loans  should  be 

increased  while  eight  disagreed  with  this  idea, 

/ 

Extension  of  repayment  periods  in  general  was  requested  in  2*8  counties 
while  59  reports  rec ommndod  such  m  extension  in  the  ease  of  production  and 
subsistence  loans®  Seven  itotb  opposed#  Extension  of  the  repayment  period 
for  production  loans  to  10  years  was  recommended  in  Gh  counties.,  In  %k  counties 
tho  need,  for  sotting  the  initial  peymant  at  not  over  two  years  was  indicated. 
Liberalisation  of  water  facilities  loans  also  was  recommended  in  20  county 
reports. 


«  2$  « 

.  i 

Increases  of  funds  far  the  farm  ownership  lean  program  in  general  aid 
i  or  specific  types  of  loans  wsro  rccoasaended  as  follows  j  in  general  by  £5 
county-  reports*  te  purchase  by  ?2,  homing  by  fa,  farm  enlargement  said 
development  by  31*  and  insured  mortgagee  by  26-  Also  33  washed  the  program 
expanded  for  non^veteransp  Sii.  proposed  a  speeding  up  of  the  processing  of 
loans s  mid  26  comities  recHsmendad  sicre  policy  determination  end  loan  approval 
authority  at  the  Stats  or  county  level* 

Reports  £na  538  counties  had  soiacftbing  to  s«y  about  the  regulations 
for  making  farm  w®srship  leans*  A  liberalisation  of  regulations  without 
mention  of  the  part  of  the  fsm  ownership  loan  program  referred  to  was 
re  comended  by  7«b  counties  while  1x1  mad©  such  rococrnmndatiosis  -with  specific 
reference  to  farm  housing  loans*  A  liberalisation  of  appraisals  in  general 
was  recommended  by  3?  comities*  and  for  fern  purchase  loans  by  6?*  It  was 
recommended  la  215  comity  reports  that  the  limits  for  farm  purchase  loans 
should  be  raised*  in  76  that  Ism  limits  la  general  should  be  raised*  while 
aovsn  reports  opposed  raising  loan  limits  on  real  estate* 

Elimination  of  ton  percent  down  paymnbe  in  the  case  of  insured  loans 
was  proposed  in  $6  reports*  la  50  counties  it  was  recossaended  that  a  variable 
payment  plan  be  established. 


I 
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Fore  at  jSQrvice 

I  Juore  th&n  naif  0~p$l$)  of  the  county  reports  zsentioaed  the  program  of 

the  Forest  Service,  368  of  them  merely  stating  that  cither  there  was  no  dis¬ 
cussion  err  that  the  program  ±b  not  applicable  -bo  tb©  coisnty.  Of  the  X,l£l 
regaining,  886  ©pressed  general  approval  of  tho  program.  as  a  whole.  Three 
C0irj.'-.v0i..  iLiio-Ctu^ed  a  general  dissatisfaction  with  the  program  and  four  with 
some  phases,  while  four  counties  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  program  should 
be  discontinued,  either  as  a  whole  or  in  their  county* 

Gf  the  33-5'  counties  cossisnting  ©a  the  work  in  forests,  3ix6  thought  th© 
forest  psrogrsn  including  technical  services  oo^ht  to  be  expanded  for  farjaarB 
ano  xor  other  colors  of  private  woodlands®  Also  %9  counties  wanted  the  staff 
of  foresters  expanded*  “While  31  stated  that  legislation  to  regulate  forest 
practices  <&ot£Ld  be  expanded  or  strengthened,  1^2  opposed  legislation  regulat¬ 
ing  cutting  or  other  practices  on  privately-owned  lands. 

The  33  counties  which  commented  on  watersheds  expressed  such  opinions 
as  "watersheds  not  adequately  protected,*  "should  liisit  timber  cutting  on 
stream  headwaters,*  or  Bpi ace  watersheds  imdor  Forest  Service  control,0  It 
was  recommended  in  103  counties  that  fire  control  should  be  extended  and 
improved.  An  increase  in  th©  supply  of  tree  stock  was  proposed  in  counties 
while  39  counties  suggested  more  tree  picking.  In  2?  county  reports  the 
suggestion  was  made  that  wildlife  and  recreation  areas  should  be  further 
developed  and  improved* 

Thera  were  IS  counties  iSiich  either  disapproved  land  acquisition  by 
th©  Forest  Service  or  wasted  publicly-feeM  land  to  revert  to  private  ownership* 
Among  the  81  counties  that  coramented  m  grazing  and  ranges,  a  little 
xs»re  then  30  thought  it  desirable  to  increase  rs  seeding  or  improvement  of 


. 


grasses  a  A  like  number  mode  specific  suggestions  pertaining  to  the  issuance 

of  permits a 

SeccRsnendataons  war©  made  by  130  counties  with  respect  to  .fineness  or 
financial  srrengercQirfes©  In  38  counties  it  was  suggested  that  the  receipts 
from  forest  products  and  grassing  fees  should  be  used  for  a  variety  of 
purposes  such  as  developaenta  of  tovrist  facilities,  allocation  to  wildlife 
and  recreation,  la  38  that  increased  financial  aid  be  given  to  growers  of 
trees  by  a  system  of  credit,  loans  or  taxation  exemption,  and  in  32  countios 
it  was  proposed  that  the  limit  for  timber  sales  which  may  be  made  without 
advertising  be  raised  0  There  wars  2k  counties  that  wanted  research  increased, 
03  wanted  to  increase  education  and  information  about  the  Forest  Service,  end 
07  wanted  to  increase  the  education  and  infomation  about  timber  and  forestry© 

Thera  were  32  counties  which  reconsaenided  that  policy  determination  and 
authority  at  Stats  or  county  level  bo  either  established,  or  expended* 


. 


' 


Office  of  Information 


Slightly  Juki”  a  'then  ijO  percent  of  the  county  import s,  or  1,111$., 
mentioned  the  Gif  is®  of  Infcuiaation,  and  669  of  them.  mads  recomsicndai  ions 
concerning  its  activity.  Over  30  percent  (552)  of  these  669  expressed 
general  approval  of  the  agency* 3  informational  activities  or  asked  for 
contingency  of  the  agency  with  or  without  change*  General  dissatisfaction 

1 

with  certain  phases  of  the-  program  was  ©stressed  hj  6  counties  and  11  called 
for  di8Continngn.ee  of  tho  prepaid  or  dl scontinnisnca  in  the  county*  Concern¬ 
ing  coverage  of  the  program*  29  of  the  9$  counties  discussing  coverage  asked 

for  an  expanded  program.  Increased  literature  or  Increased  distribution. 

*» 

and  about,  one- third  of  the  counties  (3h)  called  for  improved  distribution 
of  information.  As  a  contrast,  17  counties  asked  that  the  number  of 
publications  ba  reduced  or  stated  that  publications  or©  &  waste® 

With  respect  to  quality  .and  content  of  publications,  $2  counties 
indicated  that  publications  should  be  shortened  or  simplified,  39  asked  for 
revision  of  public  aticaa,  and  23  mentioned  the  need  for  snore  localised 
information® 

The  major  comment  under  the  heading  of  ssv  or  revived  functions 
concerned  opposition  to  establishing  information  field  staffs.  Forty  of 
the  56  counties  reporting  on  this  matter  voiced  such  opposition  while  six 
counties  indicated  they  were  in  favor  of  an  information  field  staff. 

The  us©  e£  radio,  television,  and  films  as  an  information  source  was 
commented  on  by  $1  counties .  On  the  question  of  revival  of  radio-training 
schools  sevon  counties  felt  that  this  should  b©  done,  while  eight  voiced 
opposition,  nineteen  counties  thought  that  expansion  ?uad  improvement  in 


ej  / 
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radio  and  tape  recordings  'irars  desirable,  while  6  counties  voiced  opposition 
to  such  expansion  0  Thirteen  counties  expressed  the  view  that  there  should 
fee  annuel  production  of  films,  counties  called  for  expansion  of  the 
use  of  television  as  an  infoi^national  source,  and  1?  counties  would  like  to 
see  an  expanded  use  of  films,  newsreels  and  other  visual  aids* 


\ 
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Production  and  1-lariiBfcb.g  fBrora-an 

— tiw^ni  n  ii  — — — r-ro-n,lf  ,llM„  *"*  / 

Th®  Provisional  Report*  which  was  used  by  jaeay  counties  as  &  guide  in 
maldiig  their  reports,  discussed  the  IMA  generally  «ad  then  discussed  its 
programs  or  fimetions  specifically „  For  this  reason  the  sa&is  breakdown  hag 

been  used  in  eaalyaing  the  caraneate  and  suggestions  of  the  counties  with 

respect  to  BfA<? 

t  v 

Counties  that  motioned  th®  Production  end  Marketing  Adteinistraticn 
as  an  agency  or  its  progress  as  a  group  or  separately,  numbered  2,3&7#  with 
3*3^9  asking  recoaraeaSstions  with  respect  to  th®  PM  as  a  whole*  Among 
these  1*3 h9  counties,  1,136  expressed  general  approval  of  the  program  of 
PMA  as  a  ^iol®  with  or  without  sum  changes  *  General  dissatisfaction  with 
the  program  was  expressed  by  sis:  counties  and  dissatisfaction  with  certain 
Phases  by  xdm9  Also  IB  counties  recommended  that  th®  program  of  PMA  be 
discontinued  either  nationally  or  in  their  county,  and  another  county  that 
it  b®  discontinued  unless  some  changes  wore  mads* 

Of  the  100  counties  which  coasnmted  on  the  information  sad  publicity 
of  PMA,  93  said  that  more  was  needed  end  that  it  should  be  improved. 

The  administration  and  management  of  programs  was  -soismented  upc-n  by 
2lil  counties*  Of  these,  h$  said  that  PMA  needed  more  funds,  while  two -thirds 
this  many  said  that  B!A  should  QConoE&ae,  manage  their  funds  Toot  tor,  or  did 
not  need  jsore  funds*  Improvement  of  adsdnistration  or  keeping  politics  out 
was  proposed  in  30  counties,  and  66  comities  advised  that  more  local  parti- 
clpatlon  in  the  administration  and  setting  of  policies  was  needed,  , 
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Production  and  Karketlng  Administration  « 

MWUaimtefcljftlMlMMNCai  irMMMl.nk  Min  I ,  *1  rw-AM 9-.T\Mn»> 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

Of  the  2.317  counties  reporting  on  the  B*a,  l,k!?9  made  special  mention 

I  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program,  md  practically  all  of  those  made 

;  reconsnendstions  concerning  it.  Among  these  1 ph$9  countiss  were  8l$>  that  ®x« 

I,  Pressed  approval  of  the  PMA  as  a  whole  or  of  the  agricultural  conservation 

phase,  including  th©  lihO  that  took  occasion  to  make  separate  favorable 

mention  or  the  AGP .  la  contrast,  three  expressed  general  dissatisfaction ' 

■t<dth  tho  ACP,  one  with  certain  phases  of  it,  sad  2h  counties  proposed  diacon- 

■% 

tineanca  of  th©  program  end  two  others  discontinuance  unless  aom  change  wise 

made. 

There  were  60>  counties  which  included  in  their  reports  ro conaiKsndationo 
oa  th©  oororagg  of  the  program.  Of  those,  258  recommended  that  the  funds  or 
appropriations  should  be  expanded,  and  6fs  said  th©  program  should  be  expanded 
to  include  a  greater  variety  of  practices  or  mare  farmers,  39  to  cover  new 
practices,  mid  36  for  permanent  practices.  Ten  counties  stated  that  the 
program  should  be  generally  curtailed,  while  36  said  specific  parts  of  th® 
program  should  fes  curtailed.  The  conservation  practices  which  war©  most 
frequently  reco&trcendsd  to  bo  expanded  wore  weed  and  brush,  control,  pasture 
inprovement,  and  th©  fertilization  of  hay,  pasture  s^d  cover  crops. 

f 

In  516  counties  recommendations  for  changing  th©  procedures  and  regu¬ 
lations  were  made.  It  was  thought  in  105  counties  that  the  rules  pertaining 
to  th©  allocation  of  funds  to  favmrs  should  be  changed,  While  108  thought  FMA 
should  speed  up  tho  payments  for  practices  carried  out .  Reports  from  62 
counties  said  that  policy  determination  at  the  local  level  perteiuing  to  all. 
practices  should  be  increased.  Xh  100  counties  it  was  thought  that  the 


I  * 
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regulations  timid  to  timgad  for  f®rtm«tag  praotiooo  and  in  78  for  soedBag 

practices  . 

Of  the  services  in  the  AGP  which  ware  discussed  by  282  counties 3  9h 
said  to  expand  soil  testing,  and  71  said  to  expend  the  ns©  of  purchase  orders. 


Other  activities  Mentioned,  as  needing  esapensicn  included  information,  demon¬ 
stration,  and  inspection. 

Tne  principal  reccoi&ndatians  with  respect  to  organ! Ration  and  menage- 
nent  were  that  the  program  year  bo  changed  or  the  program  announced  at  an 
earlier  data  (in  ?h  counties)  and  that  quicker  delivery  bo  made  on  materials 


snch  as  lime  and  fertilizer  (in  %  counties). 


A  gre«i  variety  of  recosonendaticne  was  made  concerning  AGP  practice 
payments  in  the  h3?  county  reports  cowring  this  topic,  a  reduction  in  the 
BUUciKmm  Xireit  on  payments  was  reconnendad  in  89  counties ,  more  than  aiado  say 
other  single  reeoisssidction  in  this  field.  A  continuation'  of  the  present 
aasdamsn  payment  limit  was  desired  in  33  counties,  while  in  1$  it  was  felt 
that  the  present  limit  should  be  raised  or  removed  •  An  Increase  in  p&ymsnts 
in  general  was  proposed  in  6 3  counties  ,  and  many  others  proposed  increases 
in  the  payments  for  specific  practices.  On  the  ether  hand,  13  proposed  a 
reduction  in  payments  in  general,  and  about  half  this  number  a  reduction  for 
specific  practices  e  A  desire  for  an  increase  in  payments  for  small  or  run¬ 
down  fares  was  indicated  in  $k  counties,  but  in  3?  it  was  proposed  to 
eULHdnatc  the  present  stall  payment  increases »  In  0b  reports  either  elirAaen 
tion  of  payments  for  tsagsaratry  practices  or  the  making  of  payments  only  for 
permanent  practices  was  re  contended. 


) 


Affidrdstretlon  -»  Ccggnittgeg 

®*®  administration.  of  the  programs  of  th©  RlA  by  county  end  coiranunity 
ccsraitteae  elected  by  the  farmers  and  by  State  Committees  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  discussed  in  616  county  reports „  in  130  reports., 
general  approval  of  the  ccasdttae  system  was  stated*  while  two  counties  ex- 
pressed  a  general  dissatisfaction  with  the  system  and  two  suggested  that  the 
iifie  of  israsers  to  administer  programs  be  discontinued  unless  soma  changes 
wore  iiisde*  In  I£6  counties  it  was  felt  that  PM  State*  county  and  community 
coan? should,  have  sor©  local  authority  to  administer  programs  and 
determine '  policies  * 

In  the  discussion  of  funds  for  county  and  ccwmnity  comitteemen 
there  was  a  diversity  of  opinion  0  In  £8  reports  it  was  recoHsnended  that 
funds  for  county  ccassittecs  be  increased*  while  12  said  not  to  increase  them. 
It  was  recoamjended  in  8i&  counties  that  calamity  committee  funds  ha  increased* 
but  hi  ilionijht  they  should  net  b©  increased* 

It  was  rsecssmdcd  in  2k  reports  that  county  committees  should  spend 
more  tine  in  the  field  «r  increase  their  services  in  some  w ay*  and  ££  made 
the  asm  recommendation  for  community  coss&tteeisMi® 

The  term  of  office  of  the  county  coiiEiitteos  c©ms  in  for  comment  in 
6k  counties*  all  of  which  wanted  the  term  of  office  lengthened  in  some  manner* 
JSl  20  counties  the  nseoB  recossacndation  was  made  with  respect  to  commnity 
caznmibteansii » 

There  were  112  counties  which  were  concerned  about  -Si®  method  of 
selecting  State  csam3;tt©am»n.  They  thought  they  should  not  be  appointed  but 


»  llj  « 

should  be  sleeted  by  county  cansoittees 3  county  delegates,  or  f aiders,  e,:id 

*  • 

In  Ul  counties  it  *raa  fait  that  the  coEDJunity  casmd&tee&jsn  should  be  given 

Kora  training. 


/ 


Production  and  Marketing  Administration 
Goror.10da.t3r  Credit  Corporation 


Wiiils  many  of  the  county  reports  contained  eossaaents  and  re  commendations 
•about  the  functions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  only  398  counties 


specifically  related  their  discussions  to  the  Corporation e  Of  these,  199 
approved  in  general  what  the  Corporation  was  doing,  while  four  recoaiaended 
that  the  Corporation  or  its  functions  be  discontinued e 


In  91  counties  it  was  rscoEsaoncted  that  the  Corporation  encourage  the 


expansion  and  construction  of  on»ths«fsm  and  cossraercial  storage  facilities, 
and  in  about  half  this  laaiQr  counties  specific  suggestions  wore  made  with 

respect  to  warehouse  or  storage  facility  loans* 


I 


<s*  36  «K» 

.Prototion  and  SlKrtcetlne  AdR*to:i8tr.?.tioa  « 

m»MtuuuuuuujMr’tTW  MMiu-vMMuSrfiMc  .»» 

Frio©  Si^yport  Program 

.tb.8  1,263  counties  ccssionting  upon  p$*5.cs  ciipport  activities  appear  to 
place  wi®  rrie®  Support.  Program  Sdoond  only  to  btes  Agricul't‘.i2X*nl  Con;.  /.rT&bion 
■program,  ©a  the  saost  tofcerestisig  of  the  WA  £\mc  ticca*  Mag  *hes«  1,163 
counties,  739  either  usqpvoessd  general  approval  of  FM  progress  as  a  whole 
or  cf  tbs  price  support  pSiesa,  including  1*5D  counties  that  particularly 
pojxitad  out  ths&r  ©ppjwaX  of  the  Price  Support  Program*  In  contrast,  some 
counties  registered  disapproval*  Theca  included  l£  that  ospressod  general 
dissatisfaction ,  sis:  that  wara  dissatisfied  with  scsse  phases,  four  that 
posed  dlscontlnii&ace  ratloas  cor.®  changes  veer*  mada,  and  33  that  reco^iendad 
discontinuance  of  tfc.®  price  Support  Program  as  a  whole  or  in  their  counties* 

Among  306  counties  that,  discussed  direct  pa^iwMtfes  and  out  sidles.  39 

\ 

approved  direct  payajen &s  while  209  opposed  them,  md  66  opposed  all  subsidies* 
Of  the  1*63  county  reports  that  contained  rec^js^endations  on  setting 
support  prices,  131  ff®e«maend@d  that  the  basis  for  parity  should  be  raised# 
Som  said  to  include  labor  costs,  sob®  wanted  Inereeood  efficiency  of  pro-* 
dilution  included,  end 'others  said  it  should  bo  based  esa  the  last  10  years* 

Without  reference  to  any  specific  crop®,  ill.  counties  proposed  setting 
support  prices  et  100  percent  of  parity*  Also  55  counties  indicated  that 
prices  of  all  coBsaoditioa  should  fca  supported  at  KO  percent  of  parity*  In 
addition,  1*1*.  counties  nmiad  specific  eomodiiloe  m*  groups  of  ecnaoditlea, 
araeh  as  wheats  greia,  cotton,  etc*  that  should  be  supported  at  ICO  percent 
of  parity,  21  proposed  this  level  of  support  under  specified  conditions,  and 
28  proposed  th©  100  percoot  level  for  basic  ccnacdlt&os* 


. 
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Only  22  counties  raecumonded  supports  St  90  percent  of  parity  eithout 
epeoifyiag  whether  it  shot-id  apply  to  «n  comoditias  or  opacified  co,-®o<Iitiee, 
13  said  support  all  ccirnndmea,  sad  1?  the  basic  wsaoditifis  at  this  ioval, 
md  3h  proposed  supporting  specified  crops  at  90  percent  of  parity.  Hoc  71 
county  report#  contained  reeoaeendstlons  for  price  shorts  at  icrrels  other 


tbm  90  or  100  H**8®1*  of  Parity.  The  inclusion  of  all  oocsadLtdss  under 
tdiatoTO?  Is-rel  of  piles  assort  ess  authorited,  w»  proposed  in  53  counties, 
the  inclusion  e£  speaifiad  comoditic-s  in  35  eoustdosj  and  of  perishables  in 
27j  while  in  27  eountios  it  tins  proposed  that  certain  co>isooditis3  or  tyros  of 
fanjKjrK  be  escoluded  from  coverage  # 

Of  the  111  counties  making  recqiaaondetiotis  on  a  m'-ctaa  payiaentj  6? 
scld  there  should  be  'while  U?  said  there  should  not  be  a  suudMnu  Eecojnznsnds^ 


tionc  in  85s  reports  also  indicated  a  desire  to  have  the  price  support  rat® 

announced  earlier  <» 


» 
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an^~  /.dr-daigtraticp 

Product i©U  AdJ'OSt^Oirsfc 


Practically  all  of  th®  736  county  reports  that  mentioned  the  production 


adjustment  program  coatatod  comants  or  recoaa^ndationB,  it  total  of  2*33 
reports  approval  to  the  V$k  aa  a  whole  or  the  production  adjustment  pihacs 
■specix  leaHy,  whlls  18  recommended  that  the  program  be  dlscoatinsvsd,  and  sis: 


ind  seven  reports  respectively  said  there  was  general  dissatisfaction  ■with  the 
program  or  general  disg&iisfaetim  with  some  pbet.ee  of  it* 


As  wold  fai  expoctodj,  the  greatest  number  of  cessaemta  sad  reeosrrtend^i- 
tions  concerned  the  raothed.  of  establishlsig  acreage  alloirasirfcs  y;nd  a<Sa8inister« 
lag  marketing  quotas*  Of  the  1*83  which  commented,  2$h  thought  the  allotment 
systee  Should  be  improved  but  made  no  specific  suggestions  as  to  how  or  on 


what  cxxnsnoditieso  However,  3.1  counties  specifically  mentioned  the  allotment 

f 

system  for  cotton,  12  stationed  tobacco,  aid  10  mention  i  wheat  or  peeuuts* 


The  countless  were  divided  as  to  whether  allotments  should  be  based  on 

» 

total  cropland  or  historical  crop  acreage,  with  38  coqprc^slBg  a  preference  for 
'total  cropland  and  16  rocoasmending  historical  crop  acreage*  There  was  con¬ 
siderable  divergence  of  thinking  as  to  which  crops  allotments  and  quotas  should 
be  applied,  fmec^Sava?  counties  expressed  the  thought  that  they  should  apply 
only  to  basic  crop®,  while  22  said  they  should  apply  to  perishable  commodities, 
and  IB  wanted  them  on  nonbasls  storable  cosmoditics*  fwenty-oight  counties 


said  that  marketing  quotes  should  not  be  applied  to  pBrishable  ccas?isodi'«>:u6s, 
and  22  eidd  not  to  apply  quotas  to  storable  zusnbseic  coiraoditao:!*  Seventy-two 
counties  recommended-  establishing  quotas  on  a  quantity  basis,  wd  31  counties 
reccawended  establishing  them  on  an  s craago  basis* 


«  39  «> 


With  respaot  to  plamaag,  mmgsMut,  end  personnel.,  33  tonntiss 
thotg-A  mm  or  Utter  mi  speedier  iaftemtioc  to  tvme vs  vaa  needed,  Os 
.30-aatios  wanted  tte  temege  mmamwt  syotem  Saprovod,  la  counties  thought 

***  aa*4blU^r  **•  "*odod  iE  P»SK».  M»  counties  though*  the  nothod  o.? 
•osmdling  anri  aXtetarate  meted  faprowdng,  end  30  counties  racomnandsd 

ii^ste*  controls  or  stiver  pomltiss  or  both.  Forty-three  aomties  indt- 
sated  that  there  should  be  increased  policy  detewteaUen  at  Urn  local  IotoI 
°°memlng  production  aajmbmA  program. 


pyochictdoB  r,nd  Marketing  Administration 


Other  Programs 


Several  other  programs  administered  by  the  MA  were  coiraieixtad  on  la 


a  few  counties »  The  Bjost  salient  points  brought  out  were  as  follows  i 

Defense  Food  «  ll|.0  cos&nented,  8p  ©xpr-assod  general  approval,  2  ex¬ 
pressed  dissatisfaction,  and  2  reconinended  discontinuing  the  program* 

Foreign  •*  <ii6  commented,  and.  2$  expressed  general  approval. • 

Internationa?.  Cffiaaodity  Agre^ieat  «  103  c©j®n®xrted,  said  $1  expressed 
.general  approval*  / 

Kariestiag  .Agreement  and  Order  -  U1  commented,  61  expressed  general 
approval,  1  registered  dissatisfaction,  and  X  rpooirsaended  that  tho  program 
tlseontiRned* 


Market  Iffow,?,  «*  131  commented,  ‘j’X  expressed  general  approval,  3  ' 
recommondod  diccontianaaee ,  2lj  recommanded  expansion,  and  23  indicated  a 
need  for  quicker,  better»timad  er  more  comprehensive  news, 

H&rket^  «  135  ocearaeated,  and  86  ‘impressed  general 

approval • 


Herketing  Hecaarcsli  -  337  commented,  66  expressed  general  approval, 

2  recoranierded  that  the  program  be  diseontimed,  and  35  recommended  expansion 


to  give  ffioro  infoxmfcion  on  storage  and  marketing* 


School  Lunch  «  106  commented,  77  expressed  general  approval*  and  2li 

owiu»«ii«iiiumnm*nnni  ■*>  ixwn*ni^nf>i/aa 


.1 


recoasieaded  that  tho  program  be  expanded* 


Standardisation,  Grading  and.  Inspection  «  163.  cemented,  69  expressed 


approval,  19  (without  specifying  a  commodity)  proposed  inprovement  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  grading  and  inspection  work,  1  expressed  dissatisfaction ,  1  pro¬ 
posed  discontinueno© ,  18  wanted  a  local  cotton  grader,  and  13  thought  the 
information  program  shoiiXd.  be  emphasised  arid  expanded* 


1 
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St  si®  Hatched  Funds  «  91  cauBenfced,  $2  expressed  general  approval, 
end  2  rocoasnendod  discontiMtcne©  a 

Sugar  Prodretion  gad  Marketing  ~  109  cooaKited,  1£  expressed  general 
approval,  1  registered  dioe&fcisfacfcien,  and  1  reoomended  discontinuance  « 

**  &3  eojsaented,  end  2$  expressed  general  Cpproval* 

Gn^  Diversion  *»  lip  eas^saated,  60  expressed 
general  approval,  end  1  indicated  dissetief &etion  * 

Ti'anogoirtstlcp  ,R&tga__gid  Services  -  97  eeaaaastted,  $7  expressed 
genera 1  approval,  md  1  said  dlecontlnoe  the  progress# 


\ 


.< 


\ 
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Kttral  Electrification  A^jjplstyatlcn 

A  total  of  1,05*6  county  reposts  mentioned  the  Rural  Electrification 
Acbfiinl str at  Ion,  and  of  these  reports  costdao^  comments  or  recommenda¬ 

tions  about  somo  phase  of  the  program*  General  approval  or  recomraendatioos 
for  contimianca  of  the  program  with  or  without  sons  change  war.  expressed.  by 

i 

1>239  of  the  l,lt69  couxrfelss#  Two  counties  expressed  general  dicsatiaf action 

i 

with  certain  parts  of  the  program,  and  two  counties  asked  for  discontinuance 
of  the  program* 

Under  coverage  of  the  program,  h$l  oomxhiee  made  eomo  comment*  Un¬ 
specified  expansion  was  called  far  by  123  counties,  expansion  and  speed-up 
of  the  electrical  program  by  ilS  counties,  while  301  counties  asked  for 
expansion  of  to©  telephone  program*  Forty-throe  ©ornti.es  were  recorded  as 
wanting  the  telephone  program  accelerated. 

In  the  field  of  organisation  and  management,  39  counties  out  of  120 
commenting  expressed  the  view  that  MA  (or  cooperatives)  should  generate 
power  and  eight  counties  indicated  that  REA  (or  cooperatives)  should  operate 
transmission  lines*  A  contrary  view  was  expressed  by  H  counties  whose 
reports  i  indicated,  that  private  industry  should  generate  power  or  that  REA 
facilitios  should  b©  sold  to  private  industry  and  not  compete  with  it  * 
Specific  suggestions  for  increasing  efficiency,  such  as  elimination  of  red 
taps,  simplification  of  procedures,  etc.  were  expressed  by  29  counties.- 

provision  for  m ora  local  authority  and  decision  was  requested  by  3h 

counties,  while  16  said  there  was  enough  local  control, 

\ 

With  respect  to  service  and  rates,  2 hi  counties  had  some  comment  er 
recommendation  to  make*  Improved  service  or  more  personnel  was  requested  by 


/ 


r 


6?  of  theso  eouafcies*  and  28  specifically  mz&iomd  thsso  It  am  la  connection 
with  the  telephone  program.  Seventy»eigh&  counties  asked  for  jaoro  power,,  ©ad 
66  expressed  a  desire  for  loser  rates  0  Increased  benefits  for  cooperatives 
such  as  meeiviog  thoir  giwjira  of  pcww  fre®  Qeeerasasjvt  dams  and  receiving 
poi^r  on  a  preftereisoe  basis  to®  asked  for  by  2<  counties, 

A  d®siro  for  &a  /  iners&sa  i®,  th®  education  and  pabliclty  about  the 
prograsa  in  general  wes  ©grassed  by  31  counties,  while  16  specifically 
K^ntiosa^d  the  telsphtsss®  pt^gysgi « 


I 

I 

i' 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

t 

Thcre  2*<&0  county  reports  which  referred  to  tho  Soil  Conservation 
Service*  l$9h  of  the®  mhing  rocousaendationa  with  respect  to  its  program* 

Of  the 30,  1,1*96  expressed  general  approval  of  the  program.  They  thougit  the 
program  was  good*  necessary*  valuable  or  esoceHont*  or  that.  th*  program 
should  b©  continued  either  with  or  without  changes  Fiv©  counties  expressed 
&  general  dissatisfaction  with  the  progrsa*  12  recommended  that  the  program 
bs  discontinued*  ajid  1  that  it  fra  discontinind.  uujUbss  0011®  changes  wsr©  made* 
Only  2k0  counties  reported  on  progress,  coverage*  but  of  these  1U8  r©*- 
3u<2£tsd  that  taie  ‘program  hs  expanded*  or  that  services  cs*  fanner  participa¬ 
tion  b®  expanded#  Thirty— four  counties  wanted  the  program  expanded  into 
specific  counties*  aril  £?.j.  reports  proposed  that  funds  should  be  increased# 

With  respect  to  services  rendered*  there  were  $6$  oosaBonts  or 
suggestions  Including  27$  to  the  effect  that  more  staff  was  needed  for 
on-farm  ‘visits  sad  assistance  to  farmers  in  planning  practices*  There  were 
2.05  counties  which  recommended  that  the  technical  staff  be  increased*  99 
that  wanted  the  Soil  Conservation.  Service  to  either  provide  or  rant  at  low 
cost  equipment  which  could  be  used  for  on-farm  assistance*  6l  counties  that 
wanted  land  capabil  ity  msps  increased  or  provided*  and  $6  that  proposed 
the  provision  of  technical  guides  or  technical  assistance  for  various 
a  pacific  purposes *  From  30  to  $0  made  such  proposals  as  increased  use  of 
soil  testing*  mss?©  attention  to  watersheds*  and  ii^ovement  of  farm  conserve-* 
iion  pleas  and  soil  surveys. 

Of  ths  13U  counties  which  commented  on  conservation  practices*  39 
suggested  improving  and  expanding  drainage*  28  wanted  tree  planting*  including 
growing  of  nursery  seedlings  improved  and  expanded*  and  21  recommended  that 


1 


gr fisslend  pasture  sih3.  range  practices  be  %'orod  end  that  dams  and  other 
flocd  control  anea^uros  be  expanded. 

Of  the  180  reposto  that  discus aod  district  regulations  or  policy 
(totflainatlon,  72  recommended  an  increase  in  planning  and  policy  dotarlaation 
at  the  local  2eml,  iMls  a  little  less  than  half  this  many  opposed  compulsoiy 
aspects  of  the  progrimu 

Of  the  83.  ©oujitiee  coasaentlag  on  research*  58  vers  of  the  opinion 
that  the  research  program  should  be  enlarged*  toeiag  the  113  counties 
coBBRer^iig  en  retircsiient  of  sj^saarglnal  lc2ida  67  expressed  disappro^'al  of 
Governmrst  squiring  ssor©  land  or  suggested  that  it  sell  the  land  it  mm 
hs&z  vhils  8  eoua&lcs  approved  lend  acquisition  by  the'  Government*  Flood 
control  activities  of  th©  agency  were  cosseestied  on  in  Uj2  reports ,  *&th  6o 
racoasnezviLng  expansion  &f  the  progress*  $3  waited  sasr©  flood  control  dzm  of 
various  types*  27  expressed  the?  opinion  that  watershed  surveys  should  ha 
expanded*  and  19  that  upstream  flood  control  pr&c tiesss  should  bo  stressed* 
Amag  th©  192  counties  cosmatiag  upon  informtion  ard.  education. 

13i  felt  that  sssra  information  should  be  givyn  farmers  on  specific  fsna 
practices*  3&  wanted  non-farm  groups  better  infomsd,  md  37  thought  a 
better  3®b  should  be  daw©  of  selling  e&nsrs  and  cper&tore  on  their  respond 
sibility  to  cooperate  in  soil  ©cnaarratlon* 

In  th©  field  of  organisation  ©id  2kh  counties  had 

suggestions  or  ceeaevanto*  Of  Vmm8  62  proposed  speeding  up  th®  service* 

55  said  thsjy  pra£®rred  «sd.staic®  on  an  im&vidirtil  plan  r^thor  than  group 
work*  ?2  other®  felt  that  the  neighborhood  group  1  plan  was  bast. 


— 


. 


■ 


. 
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Fmlly  Farm  Policy  Review 

Hhile  lests  than  oiks  out  of  five  sennit  iy  reports  contained  any  reference 
to  tliB  family  farm  policy  roviow,  a  number  of  interesting  and  quite  diverse 
comnientf?  ware  made  about  ibis  activity*  la  2£U  comities  (about  sight  percent 
those  reporting,  end  nearly  half  of  the  &78  cementing  on  the  family  farm 
policy  review)  the  people  attending  ih®  meetings  indicated  a  feeling  that  not 
enough  tine  had  been  allowed  for  the  review*  The  next  most  frequently  mad© 
ccBsnent,  mdo  ia  8$*  counties,  was  the  expression  of  a  belief  that  the  review 
at  the  wrors g  time  of  ynsr  when  mary  farmers  ■war©  too  busy  to  attend 
meetings « 

Statements  approving  the  fcidly  farm  policy  review  or  saying  that  it 
was  a  proper  faction  of  the  United  States  £©p©rtfissnt  of  Agriculture  were 
contained  in  62  reports,  while  21*  counties  either  approved  more  family  farm 
policy  review  meetings  or  recommended  that  the  review  be  held  annually ,  and 
nine  expressed  more  specific  favorable  comments  about  the  review* 

Almost  two  percent  of  the  counties  (1*7)  reccijmended  that  all  the 

i 

raeoggaendatioag  la  the  fsmly  farm  policy  review  be  rejected,  and  ©bout  the 
s am  number  (h9)  felt  that  it  did  not  represent  a  cross-section  of  all  farmers 
An  'Opinion  that  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  should  not  review 
itself  or  that  It  did  not  have  authority  to  do  so  was  expressed  in  Ij6  counties 
Th©  review  was  criticised  on  the  grounds  of  being  too  big,  too  cumbersome, 
too  ambiguous,  too  wer^y,  cr  covering  too  large  a  scope  in  36  counties  and 
in  about  the  came  number  of  counties  (38)  cn  political  grounds*  In  28 
counties  the  idea  of  the  review  was  rejected,  in  2*>  a  more  detailed  and 
extended  study  of  the  programs  end  agencies  was  recommended,  but  not 
necessarily  by  the  Department,  and  in  2h  counties  it  was  felt  that  the 
views  of  farmers  should  have  been  obtained  through  farm  organizations. 


# 


United  states  Itepartecmi  of  Ajpri<rol.ture 

A 

C'QVSXrj'  reports  en  the  Fiffiiily  Farm  policy  Beei&w  did  not  ra.Qact  & 

i 

gen^r-sl  pattern  of  discussion  about  the  Department  as  sa  entity  but  mrt 
largely’  confined  to  an  agency  os*  progrm  basis  *  However,  quite  a  few 
coMsmts  and  re oovsnend &ti ,«is  were  made  which  had  Baparfe.a®nb-«rid®  application. 
In  addition ^  coraraots  sr.d  yseanraendations  j^qpently  uosre  mads  which  could 
not  property  be  included  in  the  tables  for  a  particular  agency  since  the 
county  report  did  not  make  clsar  what ,  if  any  specific  agency  the  diiscusyimi 
f^reup  had  In  Kind*  Also*  in  other  cases  two  or  store  agencies  wore  montion©*!. 
In  fill  of  the®®  instances,  which  l^olvsd  lph8rf  coiinty  r&porfcs,  cosmsnts  and 
recojEnecdatlcas  have  b®«u  incorporated  In  the  Bopartment  table, 

A-baosi  one-third  of  the  counties  ©oissrasnfcing  took  occasion  to  expanse 
general  or  lulled  approval  of  the  Department’ a  programs,  and  13$  counties 
indicated,  that  no  umr  program*  were  needed.  About  two  percent  of  the  counties 
eossmsntiag  on  the  Department  m  ©  whole  proposed  that  Congress  should  legis¬ 
late  assy  c hcoges,  that  they  trora  opposed  to  reghnsn&atioii  or  dictatorial 
and  msddlo some  policies,  and  that  programs  of  the  Department  wen©  too 
socialistic  or  that  eocihUan  should  bo  barred  from  the  Department. 

About  200  of  the  county  reports  had  ecmethlag  to  ®«y  about  th®  need 
for  cooperation  or  coordination  with  respect  to  certain  named  agencies  such 
as  SOS  and  ACF  and  fCIA  and  3HA*  Another  112  reports  mentioned  the  need  for 
coordination  and  cooperation  without  identifying  agencies,  md  6 9  made 
similar  comments  with  respect  to  relations  beteeen  the  Deportment  aid  States, 
counties,  land  grant  colleges,  stc« 

There  ware  21$  somtf  reports  which  saontieeaed  overlapping  or  duplies^ 
tion  of  activities  b&toen  Department  agenda*  md  2 36  counties  asked  for 
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elimination  of  such  overlapping  or  duplication  without  specifying  agencies, 
while  72  counties  specifically  mentioned  agencies  such  as  FCA  aisi  FHA, 

FMA  and  SCS,  and  information  activities* 

About  one-third  of  the  reports  which  contained  comments  about  the 
Department  as  a  whole  expressed  son©  feeling  about  consolidation  of  agencies 
or  a  continuation  of  specific  functions.  There  were  186  reports  which  con- 
tainsd  ths  view  that  specific  agencies  such  as  SCS  and  AGP  and  FCA  and  FHA 
should  be  consolidated.  Eighty- sise  mentioned  the  desirability  of  combining 
Specific  functions  such  as  loan  activities,  arid  81  asked  for  agency  consolida¬ 
tion  without  specifying  the  agencies.  Housing  of  Department  agencies  in  one 
building  was  called  for  in  13$  county  reports  * 

In  tiie  field  of  information  and  education,  t$h  of  the  222  county 
reports  containing  comments  on  the  subject  expressed  the  need  for  more  or 
batter  information  on  Department  programs,  and  £0  for  more  or  better  educa¬ 
tional  programs „ 

Under  a  heading  of  general  policies,  funds  and  personnel,  there  was 
a  wide  variety  of  comments  and  recommendations  contained  in  the  hSh  county 
reports  which  had  something  to  say  on  these  subjects.  Hi©  largest  grouping 
was  the  109  reports  which  expressed  the  idea  that  local  people  should  have 
more  influence  in  establishing  Department  policies  or  that  there  should  be 
more  decentralisation  of  Department  activities. 
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Tj&ited  States  Go ^rns&nt 

SoR®  r2por'i3  contained  recommendations  or  consnents  with  resect  to 
Oovemraontal  activities  that  01®  outside  the  programs  administered  by 
th©  Department  of  Agriculture,  Foremost  among  those  were  comments  showing 
gensral  approval  of  vocational  agricultural  training  mad®  by  c*6  counties 
and  recommendations  la  5?  repents  that  thlo  program  bo  amended.  Also  sug¬ 
gestions  mere  siada  in  IS  counties  for  expanding  ether  specific  programs  or 
adding  public  services.  Elimination  of  duplication  between  th®  programs  of 
th©  Department  of  Apiculture  and  the  Department  of  Interior  through  better 
coordination  or  consolidation  under  on©  agency  was  recommended  la  21  counties. 
Suggestions  wore  made  in  23  oouatias  on  research  or  cliangeg  in  the  present 
System  of  taxation,  In  2?  that  Qovermnent  spending  should  b©  cut,  duplication 
eliadaated  and  other  economies  effected,  end  in  20  counties  opposition  to 
prico  ceilings  or  rollbacks  was  indicated. 
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Conclusions 

®ie  Family  Fam  Policy  Review  already  has  been  effective  in  stimulating 
inquiry  about  end  &  better  understanding  of  the  Department 1  e  programs  and  the 
interrelationship  of  the  agencies  administering  those  programs .  This  was 
brought  about  in  a  number  of  ways*  There  was  a  wide  dissemination  of  iafonon- 
tion  in  Pamphlets  and  news  releases  preparatory  to  the  holding  of  review 
meetings*  Many  planning  meetings  were  held  by  the  various  Agricultural  Mobil- 
isation  teniitees  at  State  and  county  levels  to  plxsa  for  the  review*  Copies 
cf  the  Provisional  Report  ware  studied  by  caaadttea  members  and  discussion 
leaders  a  The  meetings  were  hold  and  produced  discussions  in  most  of  the 
eotmti-38  and  mssy  eonsinmities  across  the  whole  nation.  Son®  controversy  about 
the  appropriateness  of  the  review  resulted,  but  this;  spears  to  have  had  the 
effect  of  farther  stimulating  interest  and  participation  in  the  review*  Finally, 
cotmty  and  State  reports  were  written  covering  the  discussions  at  the  meetings. 
All  of  the  activities  of  the  review  have  compelled  a  mere  comprehensive  uader- 
standing  of  the  structure  of  the  Department  md  of  its  pro gram  by  employees 

eud  also  have  stimulated  a  much  wider  understanding  on  the  part  of  farmers  esd 

others  * 

Several  conclusions  that  may  be  drawn  from  the  results  of  the  review 

follow : 

1*  The  review  produced  strong  evidence  that  many  fanners  have  not 
been  w©IX  informed  concerning  the  services  of  sons  of  the  agonclos 
and  that  mazy  Department  employees,  even  though  they  knew  the 
progress  of  thoir  own  agencies  vary  well,  were  not  well  Informed 
about  the  program  of  1£s©  Department  as  a  whole* 
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2o  In  a  large  number  of  counties  it  urns  rsocaEnanded  that  the 
Department  programs,  agency  by  agency,  he  continued,  with  or 
without  sokl©  change 8,  indicating  a  direct  cr  lulled  approval 
of  present  prcgrs®isu  This  should  not  bo  Eurprising  and  ehould 
been  expected  sine©  ell  of  th@  programs  hav©  resulted 
Srosi  Isgislat^©  ©nacts^nts  through,  the  democratic  processes 
of  wr  Qovsrassant  =. 

3o  There  was  a  large  nunber  and  great  variety  cf  suggestions  and 
rocoKERseidatlone  for  the  expansion  cr  Improvement  of  ©3 slating 
programs  a  This  may  in  part  reflect  the  wid®  variation  in 
agricultural  problems  from  area  to  area  in  a  country  as  large 
as  curse  Although  for  the  country  as  a  whole  there  was  a  wide 
sraago  In  the  reeommand&tions,  individual  eountles,  as  a  nils, 
did  not  make  reooamendationa  with  respect  to  all  of  tho  agridul» 
teal  program  being  carried  out  in  their  counties*  This  may 
indicate  that  there  was  not  enough  time  at  tho  meetings  t© 
discuss  all  of  the  programs  ia  one  session  s 
ho  There  was  a  large  general  request  for  more  and  bettor  informa- 
tion  about  the  services  of  the  Department,  for  both  urban  and 
rural  people® 

5*  A  considerable  sentiment  for  sure  decentralisation  of  authority 
and  responsibility  to  the  State  and  county  level  ran  through 

all  of  the  repartee 

In  assay  counties  the  discussions  had  to  do  with  how  the  Depart* 
stent  could  b®  of  greater  help  to  all.  farmers  in  general  rather 
than  with  the  more  precise  topic  of  how  its  programs  could  best 
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b®  adapted  to  help  farm  families  on  family  farnso  To  th® 
extent  that  this  was  true  the  real  gcsl  of  the  review 
overlooked  e 


Future  Reviews 

A  review  of  the  effectiveness  of  Department  programs  should  b©  made 

I 

periodically,,  perhaps  annually »  If,  however,  another  review  of  this  kind  Is 
undertaken,  it  should  be  mode  at  a  time  -when  most  farmers  can  more  easily  leave 
their  farms  'bo  attend  “votings «  A  considerabla  amount  of  widespread  criticism 
appears  to  make  a  valid  case  that  the  timing  of  th©  review  conflicted  in.  most 
areas  with  harvest  seasone  >JhiXs  it  may  not  be  possible  to  find  a  perfect 
season,  more  cere  should  be  used  to  select  a  season  in  least  conflict  with 
farmers*  work* 

Since  this  is  Important  work  and  th®  results  may  have  far  reaching  effect 
is  shaping  future  activities  of  th©  Itepartiasnt,  smr®  tte  should  he  allowed  for 
making  the  review  m.d  writing  the  reports* 

If  infdrmatiea  such  as  th©  Provisional  Report  is  again  sent  to  the  field, 
reoesamendatiens  should  act  be  ccuthlaed  with  an  explanation  of  th©  Department 
progress  a  Such  reccessssadfirfcionc  too  often  are  misinterpreted  a©  being  something 
the  Department  is  trying  to  s@ll» 

2a  the  cn.se  cf  another  review,  more  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
type  of  analysis  cad  the  us©  to  be  made  of  the  material  obtained  before  th© 
review  is  launched*  If  properly  d on®,  this  would  predsse©  recommendations  end 
suggestions  more  specifically  addressed  to  problems  that  should  receive  attention 
and  would  assist  in  its  r.iamgeability  for  simiraaris©.ti©n»  It  is  recommended  that 
any  future  reviews  Incorporate  both  the  public  meeting  technique  and  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  £or  Individual  farmers  to  express  their  views  by  means  of  responding  to 
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carefully  designed  questions  or  topics  relating  to  Department  programs,  Reports 
of  the  asatings  should  to  the  extent  possible  bo  requested  to  fellow  an  Outline 
pro Tided  to  discussion  leaders  before  the  meeting®  or®  held* 
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